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THE AUTHOR AND THE BOOKLET 


DR. PETER J. DOESWYCK, a convert from the Roman 
Catholic Priesthood, needs no introduction to Protestants. 
For many years he has lectured in Protestant churches, 
city auditoriums and over the radio. As a student of the 
Scriptures and of Patrology, he usually speaks on the 
history of various doctrines. 

As the Knights of Columbus are using our daily news¬ 
papers for religious controversies, a Protestant certainly 
has the right to defend his faith within the four walls 
of a Protestant church. 

For months and years the priests of the Diocese of 
La Crosse, Wise., and others have been taking notes of 
Dr. Doeswyck’s lectures and have come out with “A 
Reply,” edited and mimeographed by the Serra Club of 
Eau Claire, Wise. This booklet is an answer to their 
criticism. 

Dr. Doeswyck would rather have published his lec¬ 
tures, or his many manuscripts on the origin of Roman 
Catholic doctrine and practices, than an answer to a 
criticism of certain parts of his lectures. However, as 
the Catholic Reply not only attacks his character, but 
also that of some of the most prominent ministers who 
have sponsored him, he thought it necessary to answer 
the charges for the sake of all concerned. 
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In Jesus’ name 

The much advertised “Reply” by the priests of the La Crosse 
Diocese to my lectures in Eau Claire, La Crosse, and elsewhere, 
is very disappointing, to say the least. Nearly every page of the 
50 page attack is filled with such words as “liar,” “malicious 
lies,” “pack of lies,” “deliberate He,” etc., and endeavors to 
destroy confidence of the reader as to the veracity of my state¬ 
ments by constantly questioning my study of the Fathers 

(p. 20f.). . . 

I have spoken in hundreds of churches of all denominations, 
including Methodist, and the contents of my lectures are 
public knowledge. Yet the Roman hierarchy, hiding behind 
the name of “Serra Club,” conjectures: “It is possible that had 
he spoken in a Methodist Church he would have had little 
good to say of Lutheranism” (p.3). 

I mentioned that hundreds of priests have been converted 
and are now pastors of Protestant churches. I gave several 
instances, beginning with Rev. Fredette of Nora Springs, la. 
The “Reply” comments: “There are three reasons and three 
reasons only why a priest abandons his state: blondes, brunettes 
and red heads” (p.47). Such statements make it difficult for 
me to beheve that the Reply is sincere. Rev. Fredette, the first 
ex-priest I mentioned, is still single and so are dozens of others. 
The Reply attempts to convey the idea that Protestantism or 
EvangeHcal Christianity is so ridiculous that no priest in his 
right mind could ever be converted to it. 

The “Reply” also laments on more than one occasion that the 
speaker did not give an opportunity to the Roman clergy to 
question his statements (pp. 2, 14). This is supposed to imply 
that I am afraid to face the intelligentia of the La Crosse 
Diocese. I have spoken almost daily for the last 8 years and have 
always and everywhere allowed question periods. Because the 
La Crosse Diocese, instead of sending Seminary professors to 
my meetings, resorted to allowing hoodlums, prize-fighters and 
roughnecks to follow my meetings and to misuse my question 
periods by disturbing the peace and dignity of our services, 
no question period was announced at Eau Claire. 

The Reply also charges “that not a single statement was 
backed up with a shred of evidence” (p.3). Naturally one 





cannot hold an audience for an hour and a half with endless 
quotations of the Fathers. The Reply even criticizes me for 
wanting to sound learned by using the word “filioque”. How 
would it sound if I constantly spoke of “Mansi” and “Migne”, 
and quoted volumes and pages? 

The complaint that I did not give the clergy an opportunity 
for questions sounds to me like an invitation to return. I shall 
be back and will invite every priest, professor, monsignor and 
bishop of the La Crosse area. Questions will be limited to the 
clergy only. The Press will be invited. 

It is impossible to answer in writing all charges of the “Reply” 
without creating a work of several volumes. When time or 
space do not permit full documentation, I rather omit any 
reference. I have written several manuscripts which could 
serve as ready answers to and conclusive refutation of any and 
all charges, but unfortunately publishers do not like to print 
material which bookstores may turn down under Roman 
Catholic pressure. I shall, therefore, select a few subjects 
which I shall treat here more fully, while other subjects will 
have to be answered by a few lines to the best of my ability. 


INDULGENCES 

The La Crosse Diocese promised to prove “conclusively” 
that my assertion that Indulgences were unknown during the 
first thousand years of Christianity is “entirely false” (Reply, 
p. 17) and produces two biblical texts (p. 36) which have no 
bearing on the subject. The text of II Samuel 12:14 is supposed 
to prove that there is a distinction between the guilt (culpa) 
of sin and the punishment (poena) of sin; the text of Matthew 
16:19 is supposed to prove that the Lord bestowed on the 
bishop of Rome the power to grant indulgences. 

During the first thousand years of Christianity nearly one 
hundred Fathers and Doctors of the Church Universal inter¬ 
preted these two texts, but not one gives the interpretation of the 
La Crosse Diocese. 

Hugo of St. Victor (d. 1141) is the first theologian to invent 
the distinction between culpa et poena. He uses his invention. 
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not for the purpose of proving the power of granting indulgences, 
but in an attempt to unify two opposing schools of thought, one 
maintaining that sins are to be confessed to God, the other 
maintaining that sins cannot be forgiven without confession to 
a priest. Hugo ventured that God deals with tire guilt of sin, the 
priest with the punishment (Hugo, “On the Sacraments, Book 
2, part 14, chapt. 8; Migne, P.L-, vol. 176, p. 364f). 

After the Schoolmen invented the “Treasury of the Church, 
the distinction between guilt and punishment was gradually 
applied to the doctrines of Purgatory and Indulgences. 

The Universal Church, up to the final schism of 1054, granted 
no indulgences. The first indulgence is that of the Council of 
Clermont (1095). The “pardon” granted in 1095 was not a 
pardon from the punishment of purgatory, but only a “re¬ 
demption” or pardon in the matter of Public Penance, reconcil¬ 
ing the excommunicated penitent with his church. The Church 
then could only loosen what it could bind. A Protestant Church 
may excommunicate a member for a public crime, and rein¬ 
state the same after due proof of repentance, without claiming 
the power of forgiving sins or granting indulgences. 

“According to the decree of the Council of Clermont (1095) 
those who joined a crusade were freed from all obligation in 
the matter of penance” ( Catholic Encyclopedia, vol. 11, p. 632). 
The more discouraging the crusades became, the greater favors 
the popes had to promise in order to find new dupes to enlist. 
Pope Nicholas IV in 1291 not only promised full pardon to the 
crusaders, but also included their parents. At first one could 
gain a plenary indulgence (full pardon) only by actually 
participating in a crusade. Later the pardon was granted at the 
moment one took the vow to join the crusade. Still later one 
could be released from the vow by paying the price of a 
soldier. Finally one could obtain full pardon by paying a flat 
sum without taking the vow and without ever joining a crusade. 
By the 15th century ‘Tope John XXIII sold for cash money: 
Indulgences for the dying, the preaching of the Cross, and also 
absolution feom punishment and from guilt (a poena et a 
culpa); concessions of church-altars and portable altars, and con¬ 
secrations of Bishops, and the ordinations of Abbots; lelics of the 
Saints, Sacred Orders, the power to absolve from sins in con¬ 
fessions, and other acts which only through the working of the 
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Holy Ghost gratuitously must be administered” ( Minutes of the 
Council of Constance in 1415, Session 10, Art. 29; Mansi, vol. 
27, p. 666 ). 

Any scholar of patrology and of the councils knows that in¬ 
dulgences did not exist during the first millenium of Christianity. 
They were not instituted by Christ, but occasioned by the 
Turks. As it is difficult to prove the non-existence of a doctrine, 
I do not blame those who do not know the Fathers for not 
believing me. But the priests of the La Crosse Diocese ought to 
believe their own scholars and Saints. Saint Antoninus, for 
example, a great scholar and author, Archbishop of Florence, 
Italy, and host to the Bishops of the Council of Florence (1439), 
writes: “We have no testimony in the Scriptures, nor among the 
Fathers, in favor of Indulgences, but only the authority of 
some modern authors” ( Antoninus. Summa Theol. Mor. I. 3). 
I merely repeated what their own Saints are saying. If I am a 
“liar”, it necessarily follows that the Saints, before whose 
statues they kneel and pray, are liars too. But is it at all 
scholarly to call anyone a “liar” just because he told you some¬ 
thing you did not know? 

“Let God be true, but every man a liar” (Rom. 3:4). They 
should at least believe God who says: “Therefore we conclude 
that a man is justified by faith” (Rom. 3:28), “his faith is counted 
for righteousness” (Rom. 4:5), “blessed are they whose iniquities 
are forgiven, and whose sins are covered; blessed is the man 
to whom the Lord will not impute sin” (Rom. 4:7-8), “therefore 
being justified by faith, we have peace with God” (Rom. 5:1), 
“there is therefore now no condemnation to them which are in 
Christ Jesus” (Rom. 8:1), “their sins and iniquities will I re¬ 
member no more” ( Heb. 10:17). 

When God promises that He will cover the sins of the believers 
and will forget them completely, how could He punish the same 
for hundreds of years in purgatory? We know that the thief 
on the cross went into immediate glory because of his faith in 
Christ ( Luke 23:43). The same reward is promised to all 
believers. 

As Roman Catholics are not allowed to believe my interpreta¬ 
tion of the Bible, and as no bishop of Rome nor any priest of 
the Diocese of La Crosse has ever written a commentary on 
the Bible, we must go back to the Fathers and Saints of the 
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Church who have explained these texts. For brevity’s sake we 
shall select the greatest of all Fathers, St. John Chrysostom. 

John Chrysostom (347-407), Saint, Patriarch of Constanti¬ 
nople, is the greatest of all Fathers. His works alone occupy 
18 huge volumes of small print in Migne’s Patrology. His statue, 
along with those of St. Augustine, Athanasius and Ambrose, 
supports the papal throne in the St. Peter’s Church of Rome. 
His works are an encyclopedia in itself. He interpreted every 
book of the Bible. He wrote books on “Repentance”, on the 
“Priesthood” and every subject related to Christianity. 

In John’s day, paganism had its priests and human mediators 
who for a price absolved (loosened) the sins of their fellow- 
men and imposed penances and satisfactions on those who 
confessed their sins to them. John Chrysostom, in his book 
“On Repentance”, warns his readers that a Christian should not 
imitate these pagan practices, but should confess his sins to 
God, because the tears of repentance and the contrition of the 
heart are all that is required for the remission of sins; nor does 
there remain any punishment due to sins which are to be 
expiated by penances and satisfactions: 

“However, there is nothing like this with God, for He is 
ready to receive us without a mediator (sine intercessore), He 
grants our petition without a price or charge (sine pecuniis, sine 
sumptibus): All that is needed is to cry out with the heart 
alone (sufficit solo corde clamare) and to offer our tears” 
( Chrysostom, “On Repentance,” Homily 4, paragr. 4; Migne, 
P. G., vol. 49, p. 304). Commenting on the Thief of the Cross, 
St. John Chrysostom writes: 

“And the Saviour saith: ‘This day thou shalt be with Me in 
Paradise’ (Luke 23:41). He did not say: ‘I loose thee by means 
of punishment and satisfaction,’ but He leads him into Paradise 
as one made righteous. Did you notice the righteous effect 
of this kind of confession? . . . Listen carefully: In such a 
manner does He destroy sin, that not the slightest trace of them 
is left” ( Chrysostom, “On Repentance ”, Homily 2, paragraph 
2; Migne, P. G., vol 49, p. 339). 

Before the priests of the La Crosse Diocese begin to yell 
“liar” at this great Saint, and call him an anti-Catholic Doctor , 
they ought to remove his statue from the St. Peter’s Church. 

If God destroys the sins of the believer in such a way that 
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there remains not the slightest trace of “poena”, it follows that 
all Masses and Indulgences for the souls in Purgatory are in vain. 

I wonder what Saint Chrysostom thinks of the advertisements 
in our national Catholic newspapers: 

“ARE YOU INSURED? 

Write and ask about our plan to offer 
Gregorian Masses after your death. 

THIS IS REAL INSURANCE FOR YOUR SOUL.” 

(Our Sunday Visitor, Huntington, Ind., Aug. 11,1946) 

“Enroll yourself or loved ones 
IN THE SACRED HEART MASS LEAGUE . . . 

MASS SAID DAILY TO THE END OF TIME . . . 

WRITE TO FATHER SUPERIOR 

Sacred Heart Mission House, Sainte Marie, Illinois.” 

(The “Register”, Oct. 3,1948) 


SACRAMENT OF PENANCE 

Speaking of John Chrysostom, the Catholic Encyclopedia 
pretends to be surprised “that he seems to ignore private con¬ 
fession to a priest” ( C.E., vol. 8, p. 457). I have before me a 
manuscript which I compiled from the Fathers who interpreted 
Matthew 16:19 and John 20:23. Not one of them knew of a 
Sacrament of Penance. Beginning with Tertullian, Cyprian, 
Origen, Jerome, they vigorously condemn the modern Roman 
interpretation of these texts. 

The first Public Penitential system, lasting till the eighth 
century, was purely disciplinary. The second Penitential system 
introduced voluntary confession to a priest. Naturally the ques¬ 
tion arose whether oral confession was essential or merely 
recommended. The Western theologians were divided by two 
schools of thought and remained divided till the thirteenth 
century. 

The first council to mention this disunity within the Western 
Church is the Second Council of Chalons (9th cent.). This 
Council, though opposed to the new Anglo-Saxon system, did 
not wish to offend either school and diplomatically ruled: 
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“Some say that they ought to confess their sins to God alone, 
and some think they are to be confessed to the priests, both of 
which are practised in the Holy Church not without great 
fruit” (II Council of Chalons, Canon 33; Mansi, Sacr. Condi., 
vol. 14, p. 100). Hence by the ninth century the Protestant way 
of confessing sins directly to God was still practised in the 
Western Church “not without great fruit.” The Bible never 
mentions confession to a priest. It does not even speak of a 
mediatory priesthood of the N.T. Church. The priests of the Old 
Testament did not claim the power of forgiving sins (Luke 5:21). 
As the New Testament is “a better covenant” ( Heb. 8:6), it 
naturally follows that remission of sins remained the prerogative 
of God alone. Only those who preach the Gospel and the 
Baptism of repentance are indirectly instrumental in the salva¬ 
tion of souls, and in the remission or retention of sins (Matt. 
28:19; Mark 16:16; Luke 24:47; John 20:23; Acts 1:8; Acts 2:38). 
By the ninth century we find two theological schools, one up¬ 
holding the biblical way of salvation, the other introducing the 
Anglo-Saxon penitential system. “Our modern declarative form 
of absolution,” explains the Catholic Encyclopedia, “is probably 
of Anglo-Saxon origin” ( C.E. vol. 1, p. 509). 

The Anglo-Saxon penitential system did not become a “sacra¬ 
ment” till the twelfth century. Bishop Gregory of Bergamo 
(12th cent.; see Conway, Question Box, p. 234), an Italian 
scholar, is the first to arrive at the number of “seven” sacra¬ 
ments. Instead of Penance and Extreme Unction, he lists the 
Sacrament of the Bible and the Sacrament of the Oath. Penance 
is not even listed among the “minor” sacraments (Gregory of 
Bergamo, “Treatise on the true body of Christchapt. 14; Sanc¬ 
torum Patrum Opuscida, vol. 39, p. 58). 

Peter Abelard (d. 1142) in his famous book “Sic et Non” 
exposes for the first time that the Fathers of the Church differ 
in doctrine far more than all fundamental Protestant churches 
of today. Under Question 151: “Whether sins are not remitted 
without confession?” he lists the Fathers who taught that the 
contrition of the heart alone was sufficient, and those who seem 
to stress confession to a priest. He leaves the question wide open 
(Abelard, “Sic et Non,” Quest. 151; Migne, P.L., vol. 178, 
p. 1599). 

John Gratian (c. 1150), Italian scholar and greatest Canonist 
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Rome ever produced, touches the same subject in his famous 
“Treatise on Penance” ( John Gratian, “Decretum,” pars 2, causa 
35, quaestio 3; Migne, P.L., vol. 187, p. 1519). He reveals that by 
the middle of the 12th century half of the Western Church 
still believed in the biblical way of salvation and opposed the 
Anglo-Saxon way. Rome condemned neither school. 

Gratian starts out with the old school which maintains that 
any sin (quemlibet criminis veniam) can be forgiven through 
contrition of the heart alone (sola cordis contritione), WITH¬ 
OUT an oral confession to a priest (absque oris confessione). 
He lists a great number of Fathers who support this school and 
also quotes the sources which seem to support the second school. 
Without deciding the question, and impartially presenting both 
views, Gratian concludes: 

“I have briefly stated upon what authorities or upon what 
strength of reason both opinions are based. Which of them we 
should rather cleave to is left to the judgment of the reader, 
for both have as their supporters wise and religious men” ( John 
Gratian, De Poenitentia, Dist. 1, 89; Migne, P.L., vol. 187, 
p. 1562). 

The French theologians, Peter Lombard (d. 1164; “ Sentences”, 
Bk. 4, Dist. 17; Migne, P.L., vol. 192, p. 880) and Hugo of St. 
Victor (d. 1141; “On the sacraments,” bk. 2, part 14, chapt. 8; 
Migne, P.L., vol. 176, p. 364) hesitatingly began to teach that 
oral confession to a priest was essential to obtaining remission 
of sins. The Italian scholars finally accepted the French view, 
and in 1215 the Fourth Lateran Council made the confession 
of sins to a priest obligatory. After four centuries of controversy 
the Mithraistic-Anglo-Saxon Penitential system supplanted the 
evangelical way of salvation, and Roman Catholicism was born. 
The scholars of the Catholic Encyclopedia are not allowed to 
confess these historical facts, but hiding behind the opinions of 
Protestant scholars they confess the same: “Calvin . . . attributed 
its origin to the Fourth Latern Council (1215). At that time, 
according to Lea (I, 228) the necessity of confession ‘became 
a new article of faith’ ” ( C.E., vol. 11, p. 626 ). 

When we know that Pope Siricius (d. 399) decreed: “No 
clergyman is ever allowed to do penance,” Clerico nullo con- 
ceditur poenitentiam agere ( Siricius, Ep. 1, 18; Migne, P.L. vol. 
13, p. 1118), and that Pope Leo (d. 461) decreed that Baptism 
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may be postponed, even till death (Leo, Ep. 16:5; Migne, P.L., 
vol. 54, p. 701), we know for certain that the early Church of 
Rome regarded Penance to be purely disciplinary and not sacra¬ 
mental. 

Remission text of John 20:23 

Under “Private Interpretation,” the Reply states: “When the 
Bible says: ‘Whose sins you shall forgive, they are forgiven 
them’, the church accepts those words literally” (Reply, p. 10). 

The Reply fails to state which church and when. In the 3rd 
century the Roman church, like the African Councils and St. 
Cyprian (Ep. 75:11; Migne, P.L., 3, 1193), taught that the re¬ 
mission text refers to the preaching of the baptism of repentance. 
“After this we also entreat for our sins when we say: And forgive 
us our debts as we forgive our debtors” (Migne, P.L., 4, 552). 
“The Lord alone can pardon. He alone can grant forgiveness of 
sins” ( Cyprian, On the Lapsed, 17; Migne, P.L. 4, 479). No 
human being can grant pardon: “What the Lord did not even 
grant to His Apostles,” quod nec Apostolis concessit Dominus 
( Cyprian, Ep. 51, chapt. 25; Migne, P.L. 3, 816). 

In the fifth century the African church explained that John 
20:23 means that all sins are forgiven by faith in Jesus Christ 
and love of each other ( Augustine, On Christian Doctrine, Bk. 1, 
chapt. 18; Migne, P.L. 34, 25). 

In the eighth century the Church of England still followed 
the same interpretation (Bede, Comment, on John 20:23; Migne, 
P.L. 92,921). 

But today, when a Roman bishop ordains a priest, he says: 
Receive the Holy Ghost, whose sins you shall forgive, etc. How¬ 
ever the remission text of the Rite of priestly ordination is not 
found in any ritual prior to the 12th century, when the sacra¬ 
ment of Penance originated. The remission text is wanting in 
all Sacramentaries. It was unknown to Amalarius of Metz, 
Rabanus of Mainz, Ives of Chartres, Hugo of St. Victor, and to 
all the great liturgists and canonists who wrote on the subject 
prior to the 12th century. Without the official approval of an 
Ecumenical Council or Papal Bull, this priestly power of for¬ 
giving sins was sneaked into the local rituals of Western Europe 
during the 12th and 13th centuries, and not officially approved 
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by Rome till the 16th century. 


APOCRYPHA 

The Diocese of La Crosse in its “Reply” maintains that “In 
the Bible as used by Protestants seven complete books of 
the catholic bible are missing... seven fewer than in every 

COLLECTION AND CATALOG OF HOLY SCRIPTURE FROM THE FOURTH 
TO THE SIXTEENTH CENTURY. These Were DELIBERATELY Cut Out” 

(p. 10). “Luther among others poured contempt and doubt 
upon some of the inspired writings which had been acknow¬ 
ledged and cherished and venerated for 1000 and 1200 years ... 
whenever any book such as the Book of the Maccabees taught 
a doctrine that was repugnant to his individual taste—as for 
example ‘It is a holy and wholesome thought to pray for the 
dead that they may be loosed from their sins’ (II Macc. 12:46) — 
well, so much the worse for the book” (Reply, p. 13). 

I have before me a lengthy manuscript which I compiled 
some years ago, listing and quoting in full every Father of the 
Church who has written on the canon of the Bible. Not one 
of the Greek Fathers, and not one of the Latin Fathers (the 
disputed Augustine included) taught that the Second Book of 
Maccabees was inspired. Besides, II Machabees 12:46 does not 
refer to Purgatory, as Rome maintains today. 

There is a great difference between “prayers for the dead” 
and “purgatory.” The Greek Orthodox Church believes in the 
first, but not in the latter. Purgatory is supposed to be for those 
who die in venial sin, and it will cease to exist after the day of 
resurrection. The sacrifices for sin, brought by Judas, were for 
soldiers who had been caught in an act of mortal sin and were 
struck dead by God Himself (II Macc. 12:40). Their prayers 
were not to benefit the dead till the Day of Resurrection (II 
Macc. 12:43). The author of this book is an Egyptian, Greek- 
speaking Pharisee who had become influenced by Egyptian 
mythology. The Books of Moses do not mention such sacrifices. 
Second Maccabees was not written till 165 B.C. when the 
Hebrew Canon had been closed for centuries. 

The Apocrypha supposedly belong to the Old Testament 
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or the Hebrew Bible. Neither the Palestinian Jews in the days 
of Christ ( Josephus, “Against Apion” Bk 1, paragr. 8), nor the 
Jews of today include these books in their Hebrew Bible. 

Space permits me to mention only the most important Fathers: 
St. Melito (c. 170), the first Christian to draw up a list of all 
canonical books, rejects the Apocrypha (Migne, P.G., vol. 20, p. 
398). Origen (c. 248), the first Father of the Church to write a 
commentary on the Bible, rejects the Apocrypha (Migne, P.G. 
20, 582). Eusebius, first Christian to write a History of the 
Church, rejects the Apocrypha (Migne, P.G. 20, 582). The 
Council of Laodicea (4th century), the first council to speak of 
the Canon of the Bible, not only rejected the Apocrypha, but 
forbade their reading in the churches (Laodicea, canon 60; 
Mansi, S. Concil., vol. 2, p. 573). The Codex Vaticanus (c. 370), 
the oldest Septuagint copy in existence and the property of the 
Vatican, does not have the Books of Maccabees. St. Jerome 
(c. 400) at the request of the Bishop of Rome translated the 
Bible into Latin and gave the Roman Church its first official’ 
Bible, the Vulgate. Jerome translated also the apocryphal books 
of the Septuagint, but warned his readers that these books 
were not inspired and may not be used for the purpose of 
establishing Christian doctrine (Migne, P.L., vol. 28, p. 83). “St. 
Jerome,” says the Catholic Encyclopedia, “cast his weighty suf¬ 
frage on the side unfavourable to the disputed books” (C.E. 3, 
272); and Father Conway comments: “the Fathers of the fourth 
and fifth centuries, influenced by St. Jerome, denied the can- 
onicity of the deutero-canonical books” (Question Box, p. 63). 
If “the Church,” as the priests of La Crosse maintain, pro¬ 
nounced the apocrypha inspired (A.D. 393, 397 and 419), how 
come that all Fathers of that era pronounced them noil-can¬ 
onical? 

Throughout the Middle Ages the official Latin Vulgate warned 
its readers that the Apocrypha, although included for pious 
reading, were not inspired. Father Migne has reprinted a ninth 
century copy of the Vulgate which still carries St. Jerome’s 
warnings in its prefaces (Migne, P.L., vol. 29). The text of this 
late Bible also exposes the falsifications of the modern Vulgate, 
e.g., Gen. 3:15 still reads: “He (ipse) shall crush thy head” 
(Migne, P.L., 28, 200). 

Pope Gregory the Great (d. 604) used the Vulgate, and when 
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he quoted in one of his sermons a passage from the First Book 
of Maccabees, he apologized for using non-canonical material 
(Migne, P.L., vol. 76, p. 119). Hugo of St. Victor (c. 1135), 
the fust ‘Roman Catholic’ theologian, warns that the Apocrypha 
are not inspired (Migne, P.L. vol. 175, p. 15). Down to the 
Reformation, Roman Catholic theologians warned that the 
Apocrypha were not canonical. For example Cardinal Ximenez 
(d. 1517), Franciscan scholar and Primate of Spain, and Cardinal 
Cajetan (d. 1534), world famous Italian Dominican scholar, 
denied the canonicity of the Apocrypha. 

We see, therefore, that the actual history of the Apocrypha 
is just the opposite of what the priests of La Crosse are saying. 
Martin Luther did not reject the Second Book of Maccabees 
for the reasons they give, but shared the common opinion of the 
Roman Catholic scholars of his day. When the Reformers trans¬ 
lated the Bible into the vernacular and also translated the Apo¬ 
crypha for pious reading, they merely followed St. Jerome in 
warning their readers that these additional books of the Sep- 
tuagint were not inspired. 

The Council of Trent, April 8, 1546 (the year Luther died), 
in its 4th Session, anxious to oppose any Protestant belief, did 
not hesitate to contradict 1500 years of tradition and pronounced 
under pain of excommunication that the Apocrypha were in¬ 
spired. The Council of Trent lasted 18 years and few bishops 
could afford to attend its sessions. A handful of attendants, 
almost without any study or discussion, nearly 1200 years after 
the Council of Laodicea, felt qualified to reverse the universal 
teaching of the church, and increased the number of books of 
the Old Testament, thinking that with the aid of them they 
could prove the existence of their late invented Purgatory. 

I have personally studied every Father of the Church on 
this subject. My conclusion is just the opposite of what the 
priests of La Crosse are telling. Who is misinformed or ignorant 
of the subject? The scholars of the Catholic Encyclopedia will 
give the answer: 

“The ancient Greek Old Testament, known as the Septuagint, 
was the vehicle which conveyed these additional Scriptures into 
the Catholic Church ... In the Latin Church, all through the 
Middle Ages we find hesitation about the character of the 
deutero-canonicals . . . FEW are found to unequivocally ac- 
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knowledge their canonicity” ( Cath. Enc., vol. 3, pp. 270, 273). 

Maybe the scholars of this Roman Catholic encyclopedia are 
“liars” too. Let us not forget that the Encyclopedia carries the 
official imprimatur, but the Reply by the priests of La Crosse 
does not. 

What about Augustine and the African Councils? The silence 
of the Fathers and the Popes about these sources is proof 
enough that the African texts have been interpolated. Augus¬ 
tine’s “City of God,” Bk. 18, chapt. 36 is most clearly interpolated 
( Migne, P.L. 41, 596). In his “Christian Doctrine,” Bk. 2, 
chapt. 8, Augustine lists all the books of the Septuagint, canoni¬ 
cal and ecclesiastical, and clearly brings out that no African 
Council had ever settled the Canon of the Scriptures (Migne, 
P.L. 34,40). 

Even if the canons of the extinct African Church had not been 
falsified, their decisions were not infallible. The Council of 
Carthage, A.D. 419, which supposedly canonized the Apocrypha 
during the days of St. Jerome, was neither “Roman” nor 
“Ecumenical.” 

The same Council of Carthage, 419, which in canon 29 (or in 
canon 24, or in canon 27; all MSS read differently) include the 
Apocrypha, also decreed: (1) that no Presbyter may reconcile 
anyone to communion ( canon 6 and 43; Mansi, S. Concil., vol. 4, 
p. 424f ); (2) that Bishops may have wives and children ( canons 
15, 25, 35, 36; Mansi 4, 427f); (3) that Rome may not interfere 
with the affairs of the African Church ( canon 28; Mansi 4, 429); 

(4) that no bishop may call himself Supreme Pontiff ( canon 39); 

(5) that Africa ought to create peace between the Sees of Rome 
and Alexandria ( canon 101); (6) that anyone of the African 
clergy who appeals to Rome is ipso facto excommunicated and 
defrocked ( canons 105, 125; 134; canon 34 in Mansi, vol. 4, p. 
431); (7) that there is not such a place as a Limbo for un¬ 
baptized babies ( canon 110); (8) that without the grace of God 
we cannot do good works ( canon 113); (9) that all men are 
sinners and that God alone can forgive sins ( canon 114); (10) 
that Pope Zosimus falsified the canons of the First Ecumenical 
Council of Nice in order to obtain jurisdiction over the Latin 
Province of Africa ( canon 134); (11) that Pope Celestine has 
no jurisdiction whatsoever over the African Church ( canon 138; 
Mansi, S. Concil., vol. 4, p. 515). 












According to the priests of La Crosse, these are the canons of 
“the Church.” The African Church has been overrun by the 
Goths and Vandals and is now extinct. Most of her records have 
been lost. If Rome for political reasons, as the African Council 
claims, did not hesitate to falsify the canons of an Ecumenical 
Council of the Church Universal, when Rome stands convicted 
by her own scholars of having falsified hundreds of documents 
and even of having fabricated canons of councils which never 
existed (False Decretals, Donation of Constantine, etc.), what 
makes one think that Rome was afraid to mutilate the canons 
of an extinct church? 

In any case, the Roman Church, both before and after 419, 
rejected the Apocrypha. 


SALE OF MASSES 

“The Story of the Mass,” a book written by James C. Conniff 
and carrying the imprimatur of Cardinal Spellman, concludes the 
description of the Mass with the words: “Mass is over. Christ 
once more is crucified for us.” 

The Bible teaches: “Nor that He should offer Himself often 
. . . So Christ was once offered to bear the sins” ( Heb. 9: 
25-28). “There remaineth no more sacrifice for sin” (Heb. 10: 
18 and 26 ). 

Father Conway antedates the sale of Masses by 4 centuries 
by using the word “alms” instead of “stipend.” Whether 8th or 
12th century, its origin is medieval and not biblical: “The 
practice of giving the priest a money alms for the Mass dates 
from the seventh or eighth century, and became a universal 
practice in the twelfth” ( Conway, Question Box, p. 271; C.E. 
10 , 21 ). 

In the 7th century there was no Mass, but spmrruAL sacri¬ 
fices or gifts in natura, called Offertory, which have been re¬ 
placed by collection plates (See: I Peter 2:5; Fortescue, The 
Mass, p. 300; C.E. 10, 11). Some French Bishops in the 7th 
century began to collect “alms” from those who wished to 
receive the Lord’s Supper or who wished to be remembered in 
prayer. This form of simony was immediately condemned by 
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Pope Gregory the Great: “The perpetration of the sins of simon- 
iacal heresy, under pretense of alms, is to be totally avoided” 
(Gregory I, Bk. 9, Ep. 106 ; Migne, P.L ., vol. 77, p. 1030). 

Not only the Bishop of Rome, but council after council forbade 
the practice: “That no one, whether Bishop, Presbyter or Deacon, 
when giving the immaculate Communion, shall exact from him 
who communicates stipends of any kind. For grace is not to be 
sold, nor do we impart the sanctification of the Holy Spirit for 
money, . . . the sin of Simon” ( Council in Trullo, 692, canon 23; 
Mansi, 11, 954). 

France was first to accept the doctrine of transubstantiation 
(12th cent.) and first to sell the Mass as a sacrifice for sin. 
Peter Abelard and Peter Cantor, both French theologians, 
immediately attacked the new custom. Peter Cantor (d. 1197), 
a personal friend of Pope Celestine, calls the priests “worse 
than Judas” (“turpius quam Judas”), because they are “selling 
Christ” ( Peter Cantor, Abbreviated Text, chapt. 27; Migne, 
P.L., vol. 205, p. 99). 

In the 13th century Thomas Aquinas is the first Roman 
Catholic theologian to approve the sale of Masses (S umma II, 
Qu. 100, Art. 2), and Rome finally approved the ‘simoniacal 
heresy’ by Canon Law ( Canon 824). Today each Diocese has 
its own price-list. 

Anyone acquainted with “Purgatorial Societies,” “Gregorian 
Masses,” or “Mass Foundations,” knows that Masses are adver¬ 
tised and sold by the hundreds. If one has the price, one can 
order Masses for all eternity: “Mass-foundations,” explains the 
Catholic Encyclopedia, “are fixed bequests of funds or real 
property, the interest or income from which is to procure for 
ever the celebration of Mass for the founder” ( C.E. vol. 10, 
P- 21). 

In one point of their accusations the priests of La Crosse may 
be correct, but they refused to tell the whole story. When my 
father passed away in Europe, my brother, a European priest 
of good standing, informed me that my father left in his will 
$10,000 for Masses. Though I demanded a copy of this will, I 
was never able to receive one. Just recently the estate was 
settled and the attorney confessed that there was no will. Th® 
expenses listed for the funeral services (excluding the under¬ 
taker) and for Masses was still above $2,000 (without my 
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consent). In my talks I merely repeated what a priest “in good 
standing” had written to me. I will no longer mention the 
incident, but every priest knows such practices are common 
and according to canon law. 

To compare the sale of masses with Protestant offerings is 
apparently an act of desperation. A free-will offering is not re¬ 
lated to salvation. “You have been saved by grace through faith, 
and that not of yourselves, it is a gift of God” (Eph. 2:8). 

When priests began to be paid for “crucifying Christ,” they 
wanted to say Mass every day. This not only led to Daily 
Masses, but to abbreviated Masses or Low Masses, and by the 
13th century the first “Missals” were composed, and standarized 
after the Reformation (1570). 

“Concelebration was in the early Middle Ages replaced by 
separate private celebrations. No doubt the custom of offering 
each Mass for a special intention helped to bring about this 
change ... The custom of the intention further led to Mass 
being said every day by each priest” ( Cath. Enc., vol. 9, p. 797). 

“Low Mass might lead people to think it is the primitive form; 
on the contrary, it is a late abridgement . . . Low Mass became 
necessary when celebrations were so multiplied that every priest 
said Mass once a day ... It was Low Mass that caused the 
compilation of missals . . . From the 13th century it ( the Missal) 
rapidly becomes the only book used” ( Father Fortescue, The 
Mass, p. 185-190). 


EXTREME UNCTION 

Extreme Unction is not a prayer of faith for “any sick,” but a 
Western Sacrament for the “dying only.” It was still unknown to 
Bishop Gregory of Bergamo (12th cent.), but in the 13th century 
this new sacrament was made “accessible only to the rich” 
(Cath. Enc., vol. 5, p. 717). 


PURGATORY 

The name “Purgatory” (Purgatorium), a place distinct from 
Heaven and Hell, appears for the first time in the 13th century. 
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Pope Innocent IV invented it, Thomas Aquinas expounded it, but 
the Greeks rejected it. When the Greeks in Italy and Albania also 
refused to accept the new name of “Purgatory,” Innocent wrote 
in 1243 to Cardinal Otto: “Because they (the Greeks) say that a 
place for such a purgation has not been indicated to them by 
their Doctors by a fixed and special name, we decree that for the 
future it shall be known to them by this name (of Purgatory)” 
(Innocent TV, Ep. 10, chapt. 23; Mansi, vol. 23, p. 582 ). 

The subject of Purgatory is too lengthy, and for brevity’s sake 
we shall quote only a few statements by Roman Catholic scholars. 
It is true that some of the minor Fathers, influenced by paganism, 
believed in some kind of “cleansing fires” in the hereafter, but 
they were contradicted by other Fathers, and none of them 
believed in the Purgatory of the Roman Catholic Church. 

The Roman Catholic Purgatory presupposes a Particular Judg¬ 
ment immediately after the death of each individual. After the 
General Judgment, Purgatory will cease to exist. The early 
Church of Rome and Africa (including Augustine and Pope 
Gregory) did not believe in a Private Judgment; neither does the 
Greek Orthodox Church of today. 

Less than 200 years before the Reformation, Pope John XXII 
still denied the existence of a Particular Judgment and conse¬ 
quently that of Purgatory, by teaching that all souls departed 
sleep till the Day of Resurrection. “A number of theologians 
maintained the opinion that until the resurrection the just do not 
enjoy the intuitive or facial vision of God . . . Pope John XXII 
(1316-1334) at Avignon, as a private theologian, seems to have 
supported this view” ( Cath. Enc., vol. 8, p. 551). 

To save Papal infallibility (invented in 1870), Pope John is 
conveniently bisected into a theologian and a pope, as if out of 
one corner of his mouth he upheld the infallible teachings of his 
church, while out of the other corner he denied them “as a 
private theologian.” When Roman scholars misquote some of the 
Fathers in favor of Purgatory, they always forget to mention that 
they are quoting opinions of private theologians. 

Every prayer of the Requiem Mass and Funeral Mass denies 
the existence of Purgatory. The souls “rest” till the Last Judg¬ 
ment, and the priest beseeches God to spare the soul the pains 
of Hell. “Those who have opposed the doctrines of Purgatory,” 
comments the Catholic Encyclopedia, “have confessed that 
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prayers for the dead would be an unanswerable argument if 
the modern doctrine of a ‘particular judgment’ had been re¬ 
ceived in the early ages”(C. E. 12, 576). 

“Some of the early Fathers . . . believed that the essential 
beatitude of Heaven is not enjoyed until the end of time. 
They supposed that... the souls of the just dwell happily in 
a delightful abode, awaiting their final glorification. This was 
apparently the opinion of Sts. Justin and Irenaeus, Tertullian, 
St. Clement of Alexandria, St. Ambrose . . . Some of the Fathers 
contended that these souls do not suffer the torment of fire until 
reunited with their bodies in the resurrection . . . Until the ques¬ 
tion was settled by the decision of Benedict XII in 1332, there 
was much uncertainty regarding the fate of the departed in 
the period between death and the general resurrection” ( Cath. 
Enc. vol. 8 , p. 551). 

Tradition, therefore, is a poor rule of faith, even for Roman 
Catholics. We are merely examining the origin of Purgatory 
by quoting Roman theologians. “Clement may hold a purgatory, 
yet tend to consider all punishment (of Hades) purgatorial . . . 
St. Hilary may believe in a purgatory, yet confine it to the Day 
of Judgment . . . Prayers for the faithful departed may be found 
in the early liturgies, yet with an indistinctness which include 
the Blessed Virgin and the Martyrs in the same rank with the 
imperfect Christians . . . Thus we see, how, as time went 
on, the doctrine of Purgatory was brought home to the minds 
of the faithful as a portion or form of penance due for post- 
baptismal sin” ( Cardinal Newman, Development of Christian 
Doctrine, p. 390). 

The doctrine of Purgatory gradually developed in the West 
during the late Middle Ages. If my statements were “prepos¬ 
terous” (Reply, p. 36), it naturally follows that the scholars of 
the Catholic Encyclopedia and Cardinal Newman are “liars” too. 

At the Council of Florence, 1439, which sought a merger of 
East and West, Roman Catholic Cardinal Bessarion was supposed 
to win the Greeks over to the new Western doctrine of Purgatory. 
When he failed, he argued that a merger could be effected with 
or without purgatory: “At the Council of Florence, Bessarion 
argued against the existence of real purgatorial fire, and the 
Greeks were assured that the Roman Church had never issued 
any dogmatic decree on the subject” (C. E. 12, 578). 
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If the existence of purgatorial fire is not a dogma (even the 
Council of Trent refused to decide the question), why are the 
monks peddling their “fire insurance”? 


THE BIBLE A FORBIDDEN BOOK 

I never have stated at any time that Roman Catholics are 
forbidden to read the Bible (Reply, p. 8). I stated that in the 
Middle Ages the Bible was a forbidden book, and that today 
the Roman churches are still without Bible classes. They may 
study Bible history, but not the exegesis of the text. 

The Council of Toulouse (1229) did not only forbid the 
reading of faulty translations, but simply decreed: “We forbid 
the laity to possess the books of the Old and New Testament.” 
Even the Vulgate of Jerome was forbidden reading, except the 
Psalms, if read in Latin. If the library of the Seminary of 
La Crosse cannot afford the volumes of Mansi on the Councils, 
read Prof. Lea’s volumes on the “History of the Inquisition.” 

The Councils of Valencia and Toledo of that same year 
decreed the same. The Council of Tarragona (1234) decreed: 
“Anyone who has copies, must within eight days of this publica¬ 
tion, hand them over to the Bishop to be burned.” Just before the 
Reformation the Archbishop of Mainz, Germany, ridiculed to 
no end the “women and the lower classes” for thinking that they 
could read and understand the Bible, and he excommunicated 
anyone who bought or sold a Bible. 

With regard to the statements that I studied the Scriptures 
“at the Dominican House of Studies” (Reply, p. 6), may I inform 
you that in my days Albertinum was just a Hotel for priest- 
students. No classes were conducted there. Even if I had studied 
for six years the subjects listed, I would have studied the exegesis 
of only 5 of the 27 books of the New Testament. 


MARIOLOGY 

1 made the statement that a French Cardinal (Cardinal Em- 
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